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Abstract

This research proposes devel oping the Hospitality English curriculum for English as
a foreign language learners and investigating the effects of adopting an instructional
system design model. The researchers applied the Dick and Carey method with two
non-English major classes at a private vocational college in this study. The results of
the two classes were compared by pretest and posttest and revealed a significant
difference in the posttest score between the experimental and control classes (p =
.000, p <.05). In addition, a peer observation form and student questionnaire were
analyzed to conclude that the Dick and Carey model can be implemented to design
Hospitality English curriculum and provide efficient learning of English.
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With the rapid growth of globalization, the hospftaindustry has always been
considered to be of paramount importance in natiecanomic growth by countries
all over the world (Lin, Wu, & Lin, 2013; Shieh, 22). In order to maintain its
competitive position in the global market, Taiwaswgrnment has launched a series
of campaigns for promoting international tourisracls as “Project Vanguard for
Excellence in Tourism” (MOTC, 2009) and the “EconorRower-Up Plan-Tourism
Optimization through Quality/Quantity Upgrading” @'C, 2012). As the most
widely used language of international communicatnglish plays the prime role in
the tourism industry. Language competence graduécomes an essential
requirement in the delivery of quality service e thospitality industry (Shieh, 2008).
However, the deficiency in learning English by &mit$ obtaining higher vocational
education has been widely considered a serioudgmmofChang, 2005; Tsai & Hsu,
2009; Tsao & Hsu, 2010). There are disparities betwthe English competency of
tourism major graduates and the expectations afsing (Leong & Li, 2012). One
aspect possibly attributing to the disconnectiotwken educational instruction and
application in the workplace (Leong & Li, 2012) asflaw in the course design of
Hospitality English. This can result in studentssgessing low motivation in the
course if they feel the course is not adequatedpgning them.

Previous works related to instructional systemsgie@SD) have generated a great
deal of theoretic basis to facilitate effectivedeiag (Chang & Lu, 2007; Chen, Lu &
Lee, 2011; Lin, Lu & Lee, 2010; Lu & Cheng, 2008)ith ISD, instructional
experiences are created, “which make the acquisiifioknowledge and skill more
efficient, effective, and appealing” (Merrill et.all966, p. 2). Factors correlated to
this effectiveness include: organizing the learntogtents systematically, analyzing
relevant factors of instruction, designing learnmgterials precisely and utilizing
teaching resources effectively (Ou, 2004). ISD edgf from traditional curriculum
design, which relates the instructional processenoithe content rather than having a
clear focus on the learner. With unique proceduhes fit the needs of all target
learners, the systems approach has been consideregh essential method to
implement appropriate instructional materials (LuGaeng, 2008). However, few

previous studies conducted in Taiwan have investthdhe effectiveness of how
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students learn English, especially Hospitality Efglusing this method. The use of
ISD to influence a student successfully learninglish has received little attention in
the overall body of literature. Based on the la¢kredated published works, this
research aims to design practical instructional ent for students majoring in
tourism; meanwhile, the researchers are motivatadilize the instructional systems
design to conduct an empirical study and verify BB theory in a real practical
context. This effort has the ability to fill in gapn current research on the English

learning performance of students for both theoattd practical implications.

Statement of the problem

In Taiwan, ESP has become a core study subjectaltigtated competence within
hospitality training program (Lin et al., 2013). tAbugh the Hospitality English
courses were designed to fulfill different langudgarning needs of students, they
have often been criticized for not fully servingeithpurpose because students still
underperformed, felt dissatisfied with their ai@kt, or were frustrated with certain
aspects of the course (Liu, Chang, Yang, & Sun]120&hany and Latif (2012) stated
that textbooks used for instruction needed to besed to accord with real needs of
students and their expected uses in the workplacen attempt to reduce this
discrepancy, this study therefore is intended tapadhe steps provided in the Dick
and Carey model to serve as a guide to teachems ddsgning instruction. As such,
the purposes of the study is to try out the Dict @arey model in order to determine
its effectiveness, and to find out whether therdifference in performance between
the group of students taught under guidance ofntbdel and those without in the

posttest.

Literature Review

Instructional design (ID) was a system of procesug developing education and
training programs in a consistent and reliable itasi{Akbulut, 2007). Price and
Repman (1994) addressed the use of ID in coursmipi@g to make instruction more
successful regarding the learning proficiency oftidehts. The fundamental
components, which included learners, objectiveshous and evaluation, formed the
framework for systematic instructional planning @son, Ross & Kemp, 2007).
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Instructional design models could help designersutmerstand the theoretical
framework better and apply it correspondently (Akibu2007). In other words, the
models outline the ways to apply instructional tlyeto create an efficient lesson
(Morrison, Ross & Kemp, 2004). Among a variety o§tructional approaches, the
most commonly used model was ADDIE (Chan & Robb2@§6), which was applied
to numerous formal ISD models as the basis (Myéfatson & Watson, 2007). It
utilized the sequential steps of: analysis, destgvelopment, implementation, and
evaluation. The use of the ISD process ensuredffanieet system including the

proper audience and specific instructional needmsgbedentified. In addition,

instructional objectives were established, alonip\@ppropriate instructional strategy
selected and evaluation strategy devised and ingieed (Myers et al., 2007). Every
component, such as the instructor, learners, naégeand context, was vital to

successful learning (Dick, Carey & Carey, 2009).

Dick and Carey model was a well-known instructioni@sign model, originally
published by Walter Dick and Lou Carey in their k@mtitledThe Systematic Design

of Instruction (1978). There was a predictable and reliable lb¢ween the
instructional materials and the learning of the erats. Dick and Carey made a
significant contribution to the instructional desifield by addressing instruction as
an entire system, focusing on the interrelationfl@ween context, content, learning
and instruction (Bello & Aliyu, 2012). In this modealesigners identified sub-skills
that students must master to permit the intendddher to be learned and then
selected the suitable strategies for content iostnu to build the behavior. It
provided an instructional design sequence wher@strauction was broken down into

several small components (Akbulut, 2007).

The components of this model were as follows: idgmistructional goals; conduct
instructional analysis; analyze learners and cdstexrite performance objectives;
develop assessment instruments; develop instratgtnategies; develop and select
instructional materials; conduct formative evaloatiof instruction; and revise
instruction along with summative evaluation adntaried by third-party evaluators.
Each component had an input and output as indicateffigure 1, and every
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component was considered crucial to successfuhilegr Accordingly, the instructor,
learners, teaching materials, instructional adésitdelivery system and performance
environment interacted with each other and workeeéther to bring about the desired

student learning outcomes (Dick et al., 2009).

Figure 1.
Dick and Carey Model (Dick et al., 2009, p. 1)
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In Dick and Carey model, all elements entwine ie thstructional process and
provide opportunities that allow teachers to evi@uaeir instruction in accordance
with the formative evaluation (Lin et al., 2010hi3 model not only emphasizes task
analysis before instruction and evaluation aftetrirction but also provides teachers a
definite operational procedure. It assists themdjusting their delivery in the process
of analysis, instruction and evaluation. Bello aiiyu (2012) suggested that, when
designing instructions, teachers should apply thdeaiines provided in the Dick and
Carey model. They further recommended that thisehsldould be considered as the
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standard for teacher education in planning insivnel activities to ensure that
teachers set clear instructional objects, make gmedof instructional strategies and
efficient assessment of students’ learning outcahereby resulting to students’ good

academic performance.

Methodology

This study was designed to be quasi-experimentéle Tesign involved an
experimental group (Al) and a control group (A)ttbgroups were given a pretest
(Y1 and Y2) and a posttest (Y3 and Y4), respectivEhe independent variable was
the application of Dick and Carey model during tlesearch period, while the
dependent variable was the performance of the stsden the posttest. The
experimental group was exposed to the influenah®imodel (X), while the control
group was instructed by traditional lecture teaghmmethod. Observations of the test
results were made to investigate the differencesirong in the experimental group

and the control group. The research design is dmgred in Table 1.

Table 1.

Quasi-Experimental Design

Pretest Treatment Posttest
Experimental group: Al Y1 X Y3
Control group: A2 Y2 Y4

Participants

Conducted at a private vocational college in easlaiwan, this research aimed to
cultivate highly effective professionals in the pibality and tourism industry. A pilot
study consisting of a single class period of teaghiad been conducted to facilitate
initial data collection. Peer observation of thstinctional fluency and feedback from
students of ISD were collected and then used tseethe intended curriculum and
research tools. Afterwards, the formal researcticoed with eight class periods of
teaching during a four-week period being modifi€lis study aimed to evaluate the
learning efficacy of students with ISD applied be teaching method. Therefore, all
the subjects were grouped into two classes basé#gearentrance examination scores

of English proficiency when they enrolled in thégol. The researchers selected the
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group possessing lower English proficiency levelhesexperimental group, while the
other served as the control group. The subjecthencontrol group were 28 third
graders, and the experimental group consisted ofTB6 participating subjects had
already completed three semesters of Hospitalitgligim courses. In both the
experimental and control groups, students possessedide range of English

proficiency levels, from beginner to intermediateranced. According to the
observations of the researchers, the subjects liniited English proficiency (LEP)

typically showed low interest and motivation ingtdourse, while their counterparts
showed more autonomy and higher motivation in iegriEnglish. As a result, the

subjects possessed different attitudes towardileginglish.

Instruments

The research instruments used for this study cmusf implementing the Dick and
Carey model and an achievement test developed dyebearchers based on the
concepts in the content area of Hospitality Engtishriculum. The focused language
usage was the specific vocabulary presented om#rau and the sentence patterns
applied in taking orders and paying bills at aaesint. The goal of instruction at this
stage was mastery learning of key words and expresdy students. Therefore, the
test instrument was an objective assessment cmgsisf closed-ended multiple
choice questions. The same test instrument sergegretest and posttest and

facilitated the function of formative evaluation.

Responses of students from the experimental groughe feedback questionnaire
administered by the researchers revealed thetudds toward the instruction. This
guestionnaire was divided into four parts with #@akoof 14 questions covering:

teaching content, unit content, overall and seneinepnded questions. The first three
parts of the questionnaire were designed with @itifour-point scale. Students were
required to select the option best describing thensonal opinions in the first three
parts and were requested in the last part to exphesr opinion in words. Additional

blank space was provided for students to includerosuggestions and comments.

The questionnaire could be completed in ten minutes
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A peer teacher observation was also held during memeod of instruction. Peer

observation typically involves a teacher having aufetheir teaching sessions
observed by a colleague who subsequently providem twith feedback on their

performance (Chamberlain, 2011; Cosh, 1999). Tlez teacher was provided with
the Peer Observation Form designed by Chang, Fengh& (2004). The peer

observer checked the instructional fluency andcsetethe task items completed by
the reviewee. The purpose of this tool was to entug instruction was recorded and
reflectively checked between the instructor and pdservers. In this way, acquired
comments could be utilized for achieving the puepo$ effective teaching (Cosh,

1998).

Praxis of Instructional System Design

Based on Dick and Carey model, the researchergaraed the procedure into four
dimensions: identifying instructional objectives;ritimg instructional objectives;
course design and development; instruction and ldpwve assessment tools,
followed by data collection and analysis. Each stegluded its own developmental
tasks.

Identifying Instructional Objectives

Dick et al. (2009) adjusted Gagné’s (1985) fivereal capabilities to their four

instructional objectives: psychomotor skills, iteetual skills, verbal skills and

attitudes. In this study, the key vocabulary, secgepatterns and dialogs that fit the
two units, “Taking Orders” and “Paying Bills”, wergelected. The instructional

activities contained three dimensions: subject eainttarget language and the
combination of both. Since no psychomotor skillseveequired, three instructional
objectives were stated in this research, namebiladtual skills, verbal skills and

attitudes. In intellectual skills, students wouldply the learned vocabulary and
sentence patterns to practice communication incthesroom and use appropriate
sentence patterns in different situations. Frompéimspective of verbal skills, students
could read and write both vocabulary and senteattenms. With regard to attitudes,
students could participate in the communicatiorciicas and enhance their English
abilities.
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Take the topic “Taking Orders” for example. It mded two parts of instruction:
“Greetings” and “Taking Customers’ Orders”. No seqce existed between these
two subcategories; therefore, the procedure ofunsbn could have started either
from the former or the latter one, depending onithplementation strategy of the
researcher. However, to acquire the language otéfdrgs”, students must have
differentiated the usages in various occasiond) sisc‘May | help you?”, “How are
you?”, and “Take care.” Accordingly, arrows werawn from boxes 1.1.1, 1.1.2 and
1.1.3 to box 1.1 and further to box 1.0 (see Fidyre.ikewise, to learn the procedure
of making a reservation, students had to know hmwask if there was a reservation,
the number of people and whether the smoking- am-smoking section was
preferred. Nevertheless, no sequencing relatiorstoprred between box 1.2 and 1.1.
Consequently, no arrow lines were found in betwd@eaking Customers’ Orders” and
“Greetings”. The iconic presentation of the diagrasas drawn to show the partial
process of the proposed instruction.

Writing Instructional Objectives

In this study, the indicated linguistic ability akdowledge were listed on the left
column by numerical order (1.0, 1.1, 1.2, etc.)] #ime corresponding performance
objectives were listed on the right column. Theteats in these two columns should
show reasonable matching relationship between ledyd and performance
objectives. In mastery learning, the studentshatped to master each learning unit
before proceeding to a more advanced learning @klom, 1985). Bloom (1968)
believed that students should perform at or oveth 9fercentile on criterion
examinations in mastery learning (as cited in Kulkulik, Bangert-Drowns, &
Slavin, 1990). In the present study, the focuseduage point was greetings and key
vocabulary, and students were required to mastesethinguistic abilities and
knowledge. In this case, the performance objectivesded to be completed 90%
correctly. If students did not demonstrate they hetered the objective, a series of
correctives would be employed by the instructorisese correctives could include
varying activities, individualized instruction, anddditional time to complete
assignments (Guskey, 2007). Table 2 presented tb#-wntten instructional
objectives.
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Table 2.
Instructional Objectives of “Taking Orders”
Linguistic ability/ knowledge Performance Objectives
1.0 Greetings
1.1 Usage of greetings in tourism industry 1.1 Students can 90% correctly greet the guests in
different occasions.
1.1.1 Usage of “May | help you?” 1.1.1 Students can 90% correctly use “May | help
you?” when first receiving the guests.
1.1.2 Usage of “How are you?” 1.1.2 Students can 90% correctly recognize the

usage of “How are you?”
1.2 Procedure of making a reservation

1.2.1 Asking if there is a reservation 1.2.1 Given several sentences, students can
correctly judge the expressions of reservation
making.

1.2.2 Number of people for the reservation 1.2.2 Students can 90% recognize the numbers.

1.2.3 Smoking or non-smoking section for th&.2.3 Provided with several signs, students can

reservation indicate 90% correctly the smoking or non-

smoking section.
2.0 Taking customers’ orders

2.1 Types of menu 2.1 Students can 90% correctly recognize the
2.1.1 Usage of “4 la carte menu” types of menu.

2.1.2 Usage of “set menu” 2.2 Students can 90% correctly identify the types
2.2 Dishes on the menu of dishes on the menu.

2.2.1 Meaning of appetizer 2.2.1 When given several dishes, students can
2.2.2 Meaning of entrée 90% correctly distinguish appetizers.

2.2.3 Meaning of side dishes 2.2.2 When provided with some dishes, students

can 90% correctly recognize entrées.
2.2.3 When provided with some dishes, students
can 90% correctly recognize side dishes.

Course Design and Development

With the previously designed components, this uttonal material was finalized in
a format containing the pretest, instructional matg, practice, feedback, posttest
and questionnaire. The sequence of the presentatitme content was critical as it
affected the factors of learning. The designed natbegan with vocabulary for
students to understand the goals of the unit, ie@hb by presentation of the content,
which included sentence patterns used and oraktipeacThe material ended with
students completing the questionnaire and providiegiback. Additional resources,
such as lesson plans, PowerPoint slides, releviams, fwebsite sources, flashcards
and activities were also utilized at this stage.eikample of the description used for
instructional objectives 2.1 and 2.2 follows: Firgtsearchers informed students of the
teaching procedures being utilized for class arel iasons for and regulations
involved in administering a pretest. The pretest wiaen given to the students.
Following the pretest, which presented the two $ypemenus and used flashcards,

the instructor started teaching vocabulary andlaysa the a la carte menu as well as
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the set menu for students to differentiate betwhese two types of menus and the
types of dishes on each. At the end of the instroat period, a posttest based on the

instructional contents was administered to veefrhing results of the students.

Developing the Assessment Tools

In order to examine the learning efficiency of &nt$ during the instruction, pretest-
posttest was adopted to conduct the function ah&tive evaluation, and test items
were designed based on the criterion-referencesssis®ent. The relevant test items
were designed on the basis of the instructionaltesinand matched with the

instructional objectives. The pretest was admingsterior to teaching, while posttest
was implemented after the instruction for each<cldhe items in the pretest were
exactly the same as those in the posttest. A name-test was designed for “Taking

Orders” and a ten-item test for “Paying Bills”.

Data Collection and Analysis

Before the instruction, a pretest was given todkperimental class and the control
class. Only participants in the experimental classe exposed to the Dick and Carey
model, while the control class was instructed udimg traditional lecture method.

After the instruction was conducted, students m eéRkperimental and control classes
completed a posttest. Achievement scores could beecompared to verify whether
any significant differences in learning proficiengyere measured. Furthermore,
descriptive analyses, such as number, mean andasthmleviation, were used to
analyze demographics of students. An independeast was used to compare
differences in the demographics and knowledge scdreep-value for all statistical

analyses was 0.05. All data were analyzed usin@B®S for Windows 18.0.
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Figure 2.
Analysis of the Instructional Process
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Results and Discussion

Results of the Learning Achievement of Students

Tests were used to evaluate two classes of leaaghgvement by the students and compare
English proficiency of the students before andratte treatment. This study analyzed teaching
efficiency and learning achieved by students thhoagalysis of pretest and posttest scores. An
example of information collected can be seen ind@a8bwhich displays results related solely for
the first unit.

Table 3.
Results of Learning Achievement of Students
Pretes Pcsttes
Classes N X D X D
Experimente 26 57.2i 15.9¢ 77.5¢ 18.0C
Control 28 59.93 15.03 64.25 23.31

As seen, the average scores for the experimeatsd on the pretest and posttest were 5327 (

= 15.96) and 77.583D = 18.00), whereas the average scores for the darieres were 59.93
(SD =15.03) and 64.255D = 23.31). Clearly, no significant differences wéyand between the
average score of the pretest for the two clagses.b31,p > .05), according to Independent-
Samples T-test analysis of SPSS. The findings stidhe learning achievement for students in
both classes were not measurably different at ggning of the unit. After the intervention,
mean scores increased for both the experimentat@mitol classes. In order to examine whether
there was a significant difference between theegplasicores (Paired Differences) of experimental
and control classes, pretest and posttest scoreacf class were compared by using a paired-
samples T-test (see Table 4).

Table 4.
Results of Paired Samples T-Test

Paired Difference
95%
Confidence

Classes Tests - D Interval of the T Df Sig.(2-tailed)
Difference
Lower Upper
Experimental Pretest-Posttest -20.30 21.26 -28.8R1.72 -4.87 25 .000***
Control Pretest-Posttest -4.71 1596 -10.90 1.41.56- 27 .130

%k p < 001

In Table 4, the experimental class experiencedyaifgiant difference between the pretest and
the posttestg = .000,p < .05), whereas the control class showed no sigmfiaifference
between the two scorep € .130,p > .05). Therefore, only students in the experimeokass
demonstrated progress in learning achievement. Memven order to evaluate the effects of

www.ijee.org
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using ISD, the posttest scores of the experimeantdl the control classes were compared by
using the analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) modek(3able 5).

Table 5.
Comparison of the Posttest Score for Experimentalrad Control Classes
Source Type 1l Sum of df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
Corrected Model 8554.92 2 4277.46 12.73 .000
Intercept 2954.57 1 2954.57 8.79 .005
Pretest 6299.61 1 6299.61 18.75 .000
Classes 2940.09 1 2940.09 8.75 .005
Error 17135.16 51 335.98
Total 296911.00 54
Corrected Total 25690.09 53
*** n<.001

As shown in Table 5, a significant difference exdstin the posttest score between the
experimental and control classgs=.000,p < .05). The findings indicated that students in the
experimental class where instruction using the idlel occurred displayed a higher amount of
progress related to English learning than thosieéncontrol class. Therefore, ISD appeared to
help English as a foreign language novices learreraffectively as predicted.

Results of Feedback Questionnaire of Students

The questionnaire was employed by the researcletBeaend of instruction to understand
student attitudes toward the teaching and considtéein closed-ended questions and four semi
open-ended questions. In the closed-ended pottioee concepts were subcategorized: teaching
content, unit content and overall summary. Studemt® asked to select the appropriate answer
according to their feelings and thoughts on thérimsion by the researcher. “1” correlates to
"Strongly Disagree”, “2” “Disagree”, “3” “Agree” ah “4” “Strongly Agree”. Descriptive
statistics were used to calculate arithmetic meanshown in Table 6.

Table 6.

Feedback from Students on Closed-Ended Questions
ltems X D
A. Contents
1. The contents are easy to understand. 3.24 43
2. The contents are rich and versatile. 3.20 .40
3. The contents are interesting. 3.12 44
B. Contents of the units
4. The vocabulary learned is useful. 3.32 A7
5. The activities are helpful. 3.28 45
C. Overall
6. The teaching methods are helpful. 3.28 45
7. The instruction can arouse my motivation. 3.12 52 .
8. The instruction is helpful in my practical udeemglish 3.2¢ AL
9. It's easy to learn with the aid of film. 3.24 .59
10. Overall, | learned a lot from the instruction. 3.20 .40
Total 3.23 .46

| www.ijee.org
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The results revealed that Iltem 4 received the lsighean scorex(= 3.32,SD = .47), indicating
that students considered the vocabulary learnefilusetheir daily life. Moreover, three items
received the next highest mean scote 3.28,D = .45), including Item 5, Item 6 and Item 8.
The findings signified students strongly agreed f)ahe content they learned was useful and 2)
ISD was helpful for learning English. It should heted that Item 3 and Item 7 received a mean
score of 3.129D = .44 and .52). This suggested two things: studagrtsed the teaching content
was easy to understand and the instructional mestmdulated their motivation to learn.
Overall, ISD was rated at the mean score of 3.28¢clwindicated the model was appropriate and
satisfactory.

The semi open-ended questionnaire included foustores: “Does the way of teaching make
you feel interested in learning English”; “Do yakd the way of teaching? Why?”; “What do
you like most in teaching process? Using multim@didsing video? Applying games? Or
others”; and “Other comments.” The results reveaféd students (92%), including those
participating in the two presentations, agreedrtbtuction had actually made them interested in
learning English. They considered it as stimulaangd fun, useful in daily life and allowed more
interaction with others. One student commenteds tiseful for internship,” particularly because
they were leaving for a six-month internship. ltéthwas designed to ask opinions from students
on the ISD instruction. Results showed that moshem supported this kind of teaching method
with one particularly interesting comment: the psttand posttest could strengthen their learning
efficiency. They commented the administration oé thretest could assist them in better
understanding the language outlines to be learnedddition, the posttest could examine their
learning outcome. The application of multimedia waeten in Item 13 to acquire opinions from
students related to teaching aids. Almost all sttglgoted the application of multimedia in the
teaching process was enjoyed the most, especladlyuse of PowerPoint slides and website
resources like YouTube.

Peer Observation Form

Based on methodological triangulation of reseafqmber observation was held during one
instructional period for the “Taking Orders” undrfevaluation purposes. The peer teacher, an
experienced English teacher, adopted the Peer Raéwiem designed by Chang et al. (2004).
The form was comprised of five dimensions: mastérgourse knowledge; clear presentation of
teaching content; flexible usage of teaching stiate mastery of effective classroom
management skills; and making good use of commtiaitakills. The evaluation ratios were
categorized into four groups: excellence; satisigctbelow average and not applicable/not
performed. As part of this process, the peer olesesglected items completed by the observed
and checked the fluency of instruction. Table 7esds the comments and suggestions from the
observer.

www.ijee.org
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Table 7.
Comments on “Taking Orders” Instruction
Criteria of evaluation Comments
Mastery of course knowledge 1The reviewee may collect menus from the restaurants
which students can link their new knowledge wité th
old.
Presenting the teaching contents clearly The reviewee can present the content systematically

comprehend student’s learning, and generalize the
contents and make conclusion timely.

2. The reviewee may use the teaching media more
effectively.

Flexible usage of teaching strategies Most teaching strategies are repeating and Q&Asskil
and the reviewee may apply more instructional skill
2. The reviewee may apply other sources like YouTuobe t
increase students’ motivation and improve teaching

tempo.

Mastery of effective classroom managemedt The reviewee can keep classroom regulations well.

skills 2. The reviewee is good at controlling teaching terapd
timing.

Making good use of communication skills 1The reviewee possesses extreme teaching enthusiasm

and maintains good interaction with students.
2. The classroom atmosphere is positive and active.

According to feedback received, the peer obserskrtlie instruction by the researcher was a
positive experience for the students and was abl@rovide useful suggestions for future
implementations. The suggestions adopted for degjghe unit “Paying Bills” were designated
as: “The reviewee may use the teaching media nfteetieely”’; “Most teaching strategies are
repeating and Q&A skills, and the reviewee may pppbre instructional skills”; “The reviewee
may apply other sources like YouTube to increasdesits’ motivation and improve teaching
tempo.” Again, the instruction of “Paying Bills” wavideotaped and used for reviewers and
instructors to discuss and make sure the instmakiprocedure was smooth.

Conclusion
Based on the Dick and Carey model, this researtdnded to develop a course design for

Hospitality English instruction. By means of orgeed texts including vocabulary, flashcards,
pretest, practice, and posttest, students readynésl how to take orders and pay bills at a
restaurant through this study. The instructionahtents of feedback questionnaire and peer
review form applied to reflect the teaching efficsgg and opinions. Most students expressed
satisfactory opinions after taking the lessons. r@Vethis research project implemented the
essential components of instructional systems desigaccomplish a practical teaching context
in the tourism and hospitality industry. After examg the effect of the systematic approach in
this empirical study, implications were hencefaithwn as below.

First, Dick and Carey model could be applied toiglesHospitality English curriculum
accordingly to the needs of students and researgbopes. The curriculum was empowered to
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develop listening and oral abilities of studentsnbgans of PowerPoint slides, website sources
and role play. Furthermore, two complete sets akd?Boint slides and two test sheets were
employed, while teaching materials were preserttealigh this empirical instruction to achieve
teaching efficiency.

Second, this hospitality curriculum provided pastimpacts on the learning performance of
students by combining contents from the textbookl dife experiences of students and
consequently facilitated learning effectivenesssd®bon feedback from students, it revealed that
the application of ISD could initiate and maintaireir learning motivation. Once researchers
understood the English proficiency of students,rappate teaching materials and multimedia
aids could be designed to enhance the instructiohnaake learning more fulfilling. From the
results of the feedback questionnaire, most stgdamisidered this type of instruction useful and
helpful for their learning. Therefore, the resuitsplied that ISD could facilitate learning
effectiveness for students.

The Dick and Carey Model actually brought extensikanges to the traditional way of teaching
English. For pedagogical implication, the developmef the Dick and Carey model offered
practical solutions for development of HospitalEynglish curriculum and improved learning
performance of students.

Teaching Implications

For instructing, teachers need to remind studehtsob guessing when taking the tests. The
decline in results of some test items revealed shatents may have guessed an answer if they
did not know the answer or understand the problémsolve this situation, teachers should
confirm with students that they can omit the dubidtems without concern because remedial
instruction for students will occur. Furthermore,is flexible to increase or decrease the
instructional contents based on the English prexficy level of students. Instructors can reduce
vocabulary size and sentence patterns, allow maaetipe time for students and reduce the
difficulties of tasks to provide students with sessful learning. In contrast, for classes
possessing higher English proficiency level, atggi such as role play and discussion, can be
applied during instruction.
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